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PART | — ELIGIBILITY CERTIFICATION

Include this page in the school’s application as fge 2.

The signatures on the first page of this applicaef@mver page) certify that each of the statembalsw
concerning the school’s eligibility and complianvegh U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil
Rights (OCR) requirements is true and correct.

1.

10.

11.

NBRS 2014

The school configuration includes one or more afdgs K-12. (Schools on the same campus
with one principal, even a K-12 school, must agsyan entire school.)

The school has made its Annual Measurable Objec{i®Os) or Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) each year for the past two years and hadeen identified by the state as “persistently
dangerous” within the last two years.

To meet final eligibility, a public school must nielee state’s AMOs or AYP requirements in
the 2013-2014 school year and be certified by taie sepresentative. Any status appeals must
be resolved at least two weeks before the awargsnoay for the school to receive the award.

If the school includes grades 7 or higher, the sthst have foreign language as a part of its
curriculum.

The school has been in existence for five full gettrat is, from at least September 2008 and
each tested grade must have been part of the sidtdbe past three years.

The nominated school has not received the NatBha Ribbon Schools award the past five
years: 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, or 2013.

The nominated school has no history of testingyirtarities, nor have charges of irregularities
been brought against the school at the time of natan. The U.S. Department of Education
reserves the right to disqualify a school’s appiaraand/or rescind a school’s award if
irregularities are later discovered and provenhaydtate.

The nominated school or district is not refusindi€@fof Civil Rights (OCR) access to
information necessary to investigate a civil rigtdsnplaint or to conduct a district-wide
compliance review.

The OCR has not issued a violation letter of figdito the school district concluding that the
nominated school or the district as a whole hakated one or more of the civil rights statutes.
A violation letter of findings will not be consident outstanding if OCR has accepted a
corrective action plan from the district to remekg violation.

The U.S. Department of Justice does not have aipgsdit alleging that the nominated school
or the school district as a whole has violated anmore of the civil rights statutes or the
Constitution’s equal protection clause.

There are no findings of violations of the Indivads with Disabilities Education Act in a U.S.
Department of Education monitoring report that gpplthe school or school district in
guestion; or if there are such findings, the statdistrict has corrected, or agreed to correet, th
findings.
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PART Il - DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

All data are the most recent year available.

DISTRICT (Question 1 is not applicable to non-public schpols

1.

Number of schools in the district
(per district designation):

_ 1 Elementsakools (includes K-8)
_ 0 Middle/Junior higtheols

1 High schools
0 K-12 schools

2 TOTAL

SCHOOL (To be completed by all schools)

2.

3.

4.

[ 1 Urban or large central city
[ 1 Suburban with characteristics typical of anamtarea
[] Suburban

[X] Small city or town in a rural area

Category that best describes the area whersctio®l is located:

1 Number of years the principal has been irhiegosition at this school.

Grade # of # of Females| Grade Total
Males

PreK 5 3 8
K 33 31 64
1 27 34 61
2 42 33 75
3 45 34 79
4 33 29 62
5 27 35 62
6 24 33 57
7 0 0 0
8 0 0 0
9 0 0 0
10 0 0 0
11 0 0 0
12 0 0 0

Total

Students 236 232 468

Number of students as of October 1 enrollecah grade level or its equivalent in applying s¢hoo
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5. Racial/ethnic composition of

the school:

1 % Asian

0 % American Ind@amlaska Native

0 % Black or African American

5_3_5 % Hispanic or Latino

0 % Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

13 % White
0 % Two or more races
100 % Total

(Only these seven standard categories should lgetaseport the racial/ethnic composition of yocingol. The Final Guidance on
Maintaining, Collecting, and Reporting Racial arttiric Data to the U.S. Department of Education ishleld in the October 19,
2007Federal Register provides definitions for each of the seven catiegoy

6. Student turnover, or mobility rate, during tf82 - 2013 year: 4%

This rate should be calculated using the grid beldWe answer to (6) is the mobility rate.

Steps For Determining Mobility Rate

Answer

(1) Number of students who transferted
the school after October 1, 2012 until the
end of the school year

16

(2) Number of students who transferred
from the school after October 1, 2012 unt
the end of the 2012-2013 school year

(3) Total of all transferred students [sum @
rows (1) and (2)]

—h

21

(4) Total number of students in the schoo
of October 1

aS 468

(5) Total transferred students in row (3)
divided by total students in row (4)

0.045

(6) Amount in row (5) multiplied by 100

7. English Language Learners (ELL) in the school65 %
305 Total number ELL
Number of non-English languages represented:. 1
Specify non-English languages: Spanish

8. Students eligible for free/reduced-priced meals:76 %

Total number students who qualify: __ 358

If this method is not an accurate estimate of #nregntage of students from low-income families, or
the school does not participate in the free andaed-priced school meals program, supply an aceurat
estimate and explain how the school calculateddstisnate.

NBRS 2014
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9. Students receiving special education services: 9 %

50 Total number of students served

Indicate below the number of students with disaegiaccording to conditions designated in the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Do thadd additional categories.

1 Autism 1 Orthopedic Impairment

0 Deafness 2 Other Health Impaired

0 Deaf-Blindness 23 Specific Learning Disability

0 Emotional Disturbance 20 Speech or Language impat

0 Hearing Impairment 0 Traumatic Brain Injury

2 Mental Retardation 0 Visual Impairment InchgiBlindness
0 Multiple Disabilities 0 Developmentally Delaye

10. Use Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs), rounded tarast whole numeral, to indicate the number of

personnel in each of the categories below:

Number of Staff

Administrators 2

Classroom teachers 21

Resource teachers/specialists

e.g., reading, math, science, special
education, enrichment, technology,
art, music, physical education, etc.

Paraprofessionals 11

Student support personnel

e.g., guidance counselors, behavior
interventionists, mental/physical
health service providers,
psychologists, family engagement
liaisons, career/college attainment
coaches, etc.

11. Average student-classroom teacher ratio, thalhésntimber of students in the
school divided by the FTE of classroom teachegs, 22:1 22:1
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12. Show daily student attendance rates. Only sifflools need to supply yearly graduation rates.

Required Information 2012-2013| 2011-2012 2010-2011 2009-2010 2008-2009
Daily student attendance 98% 97% 95% 98% 90%
High school graduation rate 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

13.For schools ending in grade 12 (high schools)
Show percentages to indicate the post-secondanssthstudents who graduated in Spring 2013

Post-Secondary Status

Graduating class size 0
Enrolled in a 4-year college or university 0%
Enrolled in a community college 0%
Enrolled in career/technical training program D%
Found employment 0%
Joined the military or other public service 0%
Other 0%

14. Indicate whether your school has previouslgire a National Blue Ribbon Schools award.
Yes No X

If yes, select the year in which your school reedithe award.
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PART Il - SUMMARY

Calistoga Elementary School (CES) is the sole ehl¢ang school in the Calistoga Joint Unified School
District. The school is nestled in the rural towrCalistoga (pop. 5,208) in the northernmost regibNapa
Valley, California. Students often come from hormoéanmigrant parents with limited formal education
who lack English language skills and resources.yMdrthe local families are employed in domestic,
hospitality or agricultural industries that abownithin and around the Napa Valley. The Calistoga
community is dependent upon their contributionsustain the local economy. In response, close
community partnerships have been forged with lacakprofit groups and agencies including the Cadjat
Family Center. A dedicated staff committed to rigghe achievement gap supports Calistoga’s high
poverty, low literacy student population. Throughthe district, the presence of a strong collalveeat
environment allows all staff, parents and commutdtparticipate in a united support system thaniadns
a rigorous learning environment. This type of emwment results in a student centered, data driven
environment with a strong foundation in cohesivefggsional development, the use of technology as an
integral teaching tool and the belief in the innaigosity and love of learning inherent in all lcién.

Since the 2002-2003 school year CES had been figehtis an under-performing school based on our
performance on State Standardized Tests in Engéisuage Arts and Math. Over 65% of the Calistoga
students are English Language Learners (ELLs)at@rehan 76% of all elementary students are ifledti
as socio-economically disadvantaged. Demograpghjchke student population is stratified with geFat
than 88% of entering kindergartners identified ak<€ These students are at the highest risk ofacho
failure and they struggle to acquire basic skidlsdcademic success. Strategic plans have beslisised
to address student needs and fulfill the promiseuofhew motto: “Every Child by Name and Needtar?
included data analysis with accompanying SMART gaaid actions, weekly collaboration focused on best
practice and administrative monitoring of data prubjress to focus professional development for the
benefit of student achievement. The adopted sfiegeand practice have resulted in successfullghiag
academic performance targets, measured by stamddridists, in all sub groups through a responsive,
challenging instructional program that providedadéntiated student support. The District mission
statement was developed collaboratively by allettakders, and it is published in school communicesti
and utilized as a reference for all school godming and evaluation. Calistoga Elementary engwaur
District mission:

We are a collaborative, culturally rich educatioc@nmunity where a rigorous and innovative curuoul
prepares our students to be successful contribtdgarsr global society.

Every student receives a rich and high quality etlan in a safe, supportive environment that prasot
self-discipline, motivation and excellence in leagy The Calistoga teaching team and support gief$
with parents and the Calistoga community in asgisail students to become independent, self -stipgor
adults who will succeed in and responsibly contelio the global community.

Administrators, teachers, paraprofessionals, sji@siand program leaders work collaboratively and
dynamically together to analyze and support stukamhing. A school-wide commitment is ubiquitous
within the realm of cohesive professional developinwéth the expansion and refinement of Profesgiona
Learning Communities (PLC’s) as a collegial envinremt for teachers to access and share innovative,
research based instructional strategies that niineoexpectations of college and career readirsdkddor
in the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Teabheesfour release days per year to meet as a grade
level to analyze assessment data and developgstraieademic goals. In addition, instructional atés
were added to four school days to provide a one blogk of time per week for grade level collabarat
time. This collaboration time is used to plan,mefand share strategies of best practice diresidyed to
academic goals. Through this collaborative protieese areas of emphasis have been identified as
Calistoga’s overarching work: targeting early chédd literacy, building a strong local accountaypiénd
assessment system, and moving to a data infornserdiétional model. For all students to be collagd
career ready for the 21st century, a vital andléstmbodiment of the mission statement is the
implementation of educational technology beginmariidy 1:1 iPads in kindergarten, leading to the dapi
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adoption and purposeful use of educational teclgydloroughout the school. Students experience the
engaging, challenging, and engage in the rich ptldknowledge that becomes accessible throughghe u
of digital technology. Also contributing to thecsess are specialized programs for project basedite,
after school homework, music, art, acceleratechlagrand physical fitness. All students partiogpit
project based learning planned and implementedigitréeacher collaboration and supported by an
Instructional Technology Coach. Teacher teamslaxéife and may be organized by single grade level
cross-grade level. This flexibility encourages imaion and sharing of ideas, strengths and expegien
After school homework support is organized by griadel in coordination with the robust on-site afte
school program provided by Boys and Girls Club e@ftteachers provide the academic manpower during a
specific, dedicated homework time. Additionallguét volunteers from the community provide tutoring
reading and math to individual and small groupstofients after school. Accelerated learning isiged on
technology and includes writing code, use of Goaglglications, and producing multi-media preseoitesti
Accelerated learners are identified accordingratsgiic plan guidelines as well as teacher nononati
Parents are encouraged to volunteer by assistitigginchild’s classroom or participating in sevexetive
parent organizations including the English Languadeisory Council. Once per month the principal tsos
a morning Coffee and Conversation hour where patdeatrn about programs and engage in conversation
with the principal and other attending administratd he established professional protocols evidénte
PLC's, school wide integration of educational temlbgy, and implementation of rigorous, strategialgo
for academic success have become among the gretaggiths and foundation for future success of
Calistoga Elementary students.
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PART IV — INDICATORS OF ACADEMIC SUCCESS

1. Assessment Results:

A. The Standardized Testing and Reporting Prod@&fAR) consists of several key tests that are desig
for the student’s age and individual needs. Thests include the California Standards Test (CST).
Standardized assessments identified for testingapeducation students with modifications are the
California Modified Assessment (CMA) and Califoriéternate Performance Assessment (CAPA). The
Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STrAR)Its are evaluated and compared to state content
standards using the following five performance levAdvanced (exceeds state standards), Proficient
(meets state standards), Basic, Below Basic an8&law Basic. Students scoring at the Proficient or
Advanced level meet state standards in that coateat Calistoga Elementary grades 2-6 were té@sted
ELA and Math. In addition, CST Science assessmeaie administered in 5th grade. Data for grades 3-
for the years 2010 through 2013 is presented. riBagg in 2011, and for the following two years, dtig
members read, discussed, planned and implememétegiés and ideas taken from three books, "Brain
Rules" by John Medina, "Mindset" by Carol Dweck dfidach Like a Champion" by Doug Lemov.
Teacher/administrator teams also attended trairdinghe power of direct, explicit instruction. tngtional
practice was modeled after these readings andrigaimnd formed a basis from which a common languag
and practice evolved at CES. Successful strategees shared with colleagues at staff meetingaigekly
grade level collaboration and in subsequent PrifieasDevelopment trainings. More recently teaclzees
adopting innovative best practices in inquiry basedning through PBL and CCSS strategies.

To ensure access to the curriculum taught excllysimeEnglish, CES needed to focus on building Esigl
language vocabulary and determined that an Englasiguage Development curriculum would be
implemented. In the primary grades, there would dedicated time and systematic delivery methad. |
intermediate grades ELD would be integrated witi\Eicabulary curriculum. ELD instruction would be
weighted heavily on vocabulary instruction, tauighboth isolated and contextual forms.

Teacher/administrator teams also attended trairdinghe power of direct, explicit instruction. tngtional
practice was modeled after these readings andrtgagimnd formed a basis from which a common languag
and practice evolved at CES. Successful strategpes shared with colleagues at staff meetings,cakly
grade level collaboration and in subsequent PrafieasDevelopment trainings. More recently teachers
have adopted innovative best practices in inquitsel learning through PBL and CCSS strategies.

ELD instruction evolved in 2011, when CES, respogdb research that indicted a potential to build
vocabulary in young children by the purposeful ostechnology for ELD instruction, began the
Kindergarten iPad program. CES adopted and ad#paettechnology specifically to address literaty i
young children. The Digital Early Literacy (DEL)qgpect began as a community partnership between
NapaLearns, a non-profit organization, CalistogaikaCenter, a family resource center, private
community members and the Calistoga Joint Unifiekdd®l District. Teachers used iPads to accessatligit
story books, foundational skills applications aredign activities to develop their receptive andresgive
language. Teachers were also able to differentiateuction for a single student based on individua
language needs. At nearly the same time, intemetéachers began to implement technology into ELD
instruction through contextual research, projents @resentations. Technology allowed teachers and
students to access visual and virtual resourceé®tigaged students with the vocabulary they wenemieg.
Teachers taught thematic lists of words to singteigs of students using language scaffolds ap@tEpto
their particular CELDT level, songs, chants, artdltphysical response. In grade level collaboration
teachers shared and refined ELD instructionalesgias.

Local formative and benchmark assessment datatiemga monthly in ELA and Math and entered into an
online reporting system. Student performance |efeglfocal assessments are identified in the foithaw
groupings: Challenge (Advanced), Benchmark (atlJe@trategic (approaching benchmark), and Intensiv
(far below benchmark/ at risk of failure). Studestsring at Benchmark or Challenge meet schootistais
for ELA.
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B. Between the years of 2008 and 2013, Calistdgaéntary posted an overall API increase of +701430i
We believe this growth, and the stair step grovithach of our subgroups, particularly the
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged (SED) and Englasinguage Learner (EL), students is directly
correlated to the shift in classroom teaching jicastthat were developed through the collaboratioek

we accomplished within our PLCs and our commitnteriingoing professional learning. In July of 2013,
after 10 years of identification as an under-periog school, CES exited Program Improvement. With t
addition of our focus on early literacy, improvewgress on local assessments and English Language
Development assessments in grades TK-3 has bedeneed.

In 2009 the gap in achievement between our Whitgi&m Only students and our SED and EL students was
addressed. As the data was carefully analyzedr trieonsistencies were apparent. A significaniagian

from grade level to grade level was noted, witloimgistent fluctuations within cohort groupings. § hi

school wide inconsistency indicated a need to stahzk and refine instructional practices with euon
meeting the needs of our predominantly EL and StaBent population.

As a result, three areas of emphasis as our ovengrevork were identified: targeting early childltbo
literacy and English Language Development, buildirgirong local accountability and assessmentrsyste
and moving to a data informed instructional model.

One of the first steps to address the inconsistsramd the overall gap in achievement was to peovid
teachers with common formative assessments amingain data analysis and the development of Sjpecif
Measurable Attainable Realistic Timely (SMART) godhstructional pacing guides were established for
both English Language Arts (ELA) and MathematiEsch grade level was released several times each ye
to participate in a full day of formative data aysa$ concluding with the development of specifiadg

level SMART goals. Students at academic risk weeatified and intervention groups were formed. A
structure to support differentiation was establisard teachers were trained in how to develop “ensial
Access” (UA) time. UA was scheduled in every classn to support small group instruction. The nedds o
all students were met including students in neadtefvention, students on grade level, and stigdient

need of acceleration. This UA period was extendeallboth ELA and Math.

A renewed emphasis on teacher learning throughlakielopment and refinement of Professional Leaning
Communities became our school wide norm. Both e&irind horizontal articulation provided teacheithw
significant insight and created a shared knowlduge.

Over the past five years we continued the developwieannual pacing guides, grade level data aizlys
release days and SMART goals. Simultaneously, ezagbarticipated in professional development to
support the refinement of instructional practiced developed a peer observation protocol that geali
rich insight into school wide instruction and impemnent.

In 2011 the Digital Early Literacy program was oduced and unrolled in Kindergarten classroomgdero
to provide the foundational vocabulary skills neszeyg for our EL students to succeed academicalteas
matriculated forward. Using iPads, students weoeided targeted intervention through daily diffdrated
instruction in enhanced English vocabulary acqoisit

These combined factors have contributed to thefgignt gains in the California English Language
Development Test (CELDT) as well as the local bematk assessments. We expect continued growth in
student achievement as students in the Transitkindlergarten and Kindergarten progress through th
academic program at Calistoga Elementary. In amditive are currently exploring methods to asseds an
analyze student mastery of 21st century skills: roomication, collaboration, critical thinking andeativity
for all students.

2. Using Assessment Results:

Critical analysis of formative and summative assesgs anchors the work of our collective team efritit
leaders, teachers, students and parents. Dagedsto guide decision-making regarding resourdatf, s

Page 10 of 34



development, instructional practices, and intefiegist This will be accomplished by using studerthda
identify academic progress and provide strategieslifferentiated instruction to support the speaifeeds
of our students. In addition to CST and curriculob@ised formative assessments, student achievement is
monitored through the use of technologically adagptissessments, and performance tasks in English
Language Arts (ELA) and Math.

A key element of our Strategic Action Plan is toypde a systematic and analytic approach to monitor
student achievement. Since 2009, teachers havenbeeting regularly to review student data and pregr
where HM Reading Lions formative assessments a@ tasmonitor progress in ELA. In addition currigul
summative assessments, performance task analydisnspect assessments for Math are analyzed.
Benchmark data is entered into a database thaviswed throughout the year during weekly teacher
collaboration meetings and data release days @-yeqar).

The Annual CES Strategic Action Plan is based oeneCST data. For example, after analysis of 2012
CST data, three areas of focus for improvement vdemnatified: comprehension, written expression and
number sense. Resources and staffing were levetadgedus on narrowing the achievement gap between
subgroups in order to promote academic growth @h @aea. Short-term targets for improvement angd-lon
term targets were identified and monitored base@®m and benchmark assessments. Within the Strategi
Action Plan strategies were also identified to ¢éagrofessional development for teachers and
paraprofessionals and to enhance parent and cortynrmammunication and support.

Between 2009-2012, SMART Goals were identifiede&irgy 10% growth in ELA and Math. Data was used
to create intensive, skill mastery groups. Accetstgroups were also formed to support studentsimgee
or exceeding benchmarks.

Since 2013 digital programs have been implememtedl grades to support acquisition of foundational
skills in ELA. Quantitative data from LexiaCore BdaDreamBox are adaptive integrated online programs
currently used to monitor performance and providmediate intervention lessons in ELA and
Mathematics. Teachers, parents, and administratoreasily view personalized instruction/intervemti
data and provide timely re-teach opportunities.it@igprograms are used as Response to Interve(Rioh
and as a differentiation tool to accelerate advaiearners.

Strategies for interpreting assessments and supg@dals are shared at parent conferences andngeet
such as our English Language Parent Advisory Coteen{ELAC). Each trimester parents receive student
progress reports with customized comments targétizaging goals and support strategies. Additional
conferences are held whenever students are perfgrimithe basic or strategic levels in ELA or Maifhe
Principal communicates with parents weekly throadhlingual newsletter regarding goals, assessments
and community based strategies for closing theeaennent gap.

In addition to in-school interventions, studentgipgoate in after school tutoring taught by cretizied
teachers and sponsored by the Boys and Girls Stuldlents performing in the basic level receiveaxtr
support. Students in the Special Education progrismreceive progress reports each trimester iitiaad
to an annual parent conference/IEP.

3. Sharing Lessons Learned:

During the past 5 years, CES focused aggressivebudding English literacy and providing rigorous
instruction for our students. Based on researcRdnrdon on the Income - Academic Achievement Gap,
poverty and low literacy are primary indicators $ahool failure in US children. 80% of the student
population represents a demographic that histdyibals shown a 12% chance of school success id$he
CES'’s strategic response to closing the achievegamthrough staff development, a focus on English
Language Development, and technology-enhanceddramstive best practices is yielding positive résul
as evidenced through improving student achievemedtiteracy on multiple measures. Our focused
approach is research-based, data-informed and dyaliywesponsive to meet the needs of all students
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CES teachers are at the forefront of elementahyniglogy integration and innovative educational
transformation. Every classroom is a model forgfanmative practices and strategic technology
integration. In addition to frequent site visiisachers provide training and support for colleagndocal
districts and beyond.

Visitors from around the country and India have edmwitness the student success and engagement
inherent in the Digital Early Literacy initiativén an interview with the local newspaper, afteiting the
pilot iPad kindergarten program, California Suptdent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson saids*
magical... a great way to begin to learn languagesrich way and it also teaches 21st Centurysstal use
technology to improve themselves.” Torlakson incogped lessons from the Digital Early Literacy Bobj
in his statewide school transformation plan: “A &tint for Great Schools.”

Teachers have been invited to facilitate worksrapspresent implementation strategies througheut th
state on the iPad program, integration of 21st @gritearning, and Cross-Age Partnerships. The targe
audience for Digital Early Literacy and technolagplementation workshops includes teachers,
administrators, and stakeholders including parentsnon-profit agencies working with schools tcselthe
achievement gap. In January 2014, the Kindergaetm presented a strand of workshops on iPad
Implementation at the California Kindergarten Asation PK-1 Conference. Topics included; Digital
Storytelling, Differentiated Instruction, Foundata Skills and the Common Core, Cross-Age Partimessh
and Project Based Learning (PBL). Research, Backghoand Rationale for Early Intervention was also
presented.

Workshops are also presented for intermediate égag¢grades 3-6) on the use of an online interactiv
Techbook, and PBL. CES teachers at all grade Igpaticipate in mentoring and research and ardredp
and empowered to actively participate in PLC’shieigeducation and transformative leadership.

4. Engaging Families and Community:

Calistoga Elementary School is proud of its tiefatuilies, the community, and the on-site partnigrsh
maintain with Calistoga Family Center. Parent eoshmunity engagement is a multifaceted, collabeeati
effort targeted to improve student achievementwaelttbeing.

The majority of Calistoga students come from hoofésmmigrant parents with limited formal education
who lack English language skills, literacy, andotgses. A majority of families are employed in deiie
hospitality or agricultural industries within ancband the Napa Valley. Many do not have consistent
employment, benefits, or housing. In response eabosnmunity partnerships have been developed with
local non-profit groups and agencies including@adistoga Family Center, Boys and Girls Club, Gatia
Education Foundation, Calistoga Soroptomists, @ajes Rotary, NapalLearns, Napa Valley Vintners Early
Learning Initiative, and individual community membe

Families have many opportunities to become meanilyghvolved. Parents are encouraged to volunibger
assisting classrooms, tutoring, or participatingeneral parent organizations that meet regularigite.
Parents actively participate in the English LanguAdvisory Council, and representatives play a vike
on the School Site Council. Principal hosts a f€efand Conversation’ monthly gathering where paren
learn about school programs and opportunities.y Emgage in conversation with the principal anduks
a wide range of topics relevant to improving studeritcess. Communication continues through weekly
bilingual newsletters from the principal, websiéesl teacher involvement. Paraprofessionals alsogpkey
role in fostering strong relationships with famsliand the community.

In addition to these opportunities for parent emgagnt, District leaders expect and support creating
strong parent and community engagement. In col&hmer with parent and community partners, innovativ
approaches to closing the achievement gap arefiddrand implemented, a positive school culture is
nurtured, and opportunities for early childhooaimention are provided. This partnership hasddrg
unique and cohesive relationship with our CalistBgmily Center a school based family resource cente
NapaLearns, a non-profit, and Napa Valley Vintm&ssociation: Early Learning Initiative all serve to
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support and maintain community ties. Each of tlwrganizations collaborates with the District to none
access and equity to services and resources thaupport school readiness through family outreach
intervention and staff development in technologysformation. Services to families offered through
collaborative partners and the school are earlglebod outreach, student assistance, counselirlg, ES
classes, literacy classes, parenting classesgeslé&ssfathers, parent advocacy and leadershipitigs,
economic resources, tax filing, housing assistatud#yral enrichment experiences, and community
celebrations.

As a school community, Calistoga Elementary com#nto seek new ways to enhance and develop strong
partnerships with parents and the community. bhitah to parent workshops, strategies for streagiing
engagement of families and the community are afatstaff development. Innovative communicatiod an
outreach models and exemplars are discussed, eoedidnd implemented to support the closing of the
achievement gap.
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PART V — CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

1. Curriculum:

Calistoga Elementary School utilizes state adoptaddards-based curriculum in all content areas. Th
curriculum reflects a continuum of skills and cgptseorganized by content subject area. Within ematle
level content area, specific key grade level exgiamis are identified which reflect the criticahtaing,
forming the foundation for continued academic sascéstructional time is allocated for students
performing below grade level. This flexibility alle teachers and administrators to set the guidefore
instructional time that best meet the needs obthdents they serve.

The integration of science, social studies, phygdacation, technology, and performing arts intglish
Language Arts and Math enriches the educationaréxpces of our students. Science and social Studie
pacing is done in such a way as to support anchebEaglish language arts. Students with specialsiaes
guaranteed modifications to ensure their succeasaassing the core curriculum. The Individual Edion
Plan (IEP) serves to guide the program of the gpeducation student. English Language Learners are
required by law to participate in daily English lgarmge Development (ELD) instruction above and bdyon
the English Language Arts instruction in the clasesn. The goal for each ELL is to acquire English
language fluency to function successfully in thgutar classroom as a Fluent English Proficient (FEP
student, with achievement comparable to Englisty @&0) students in all content areas. The purpbsef
and deliberate delivery of instruction in all camtareas allows for continuous learning opportesithat
are relevant and meaningful and offer studentsarahvaried opportunities for success.

In addition to core curriculum, Premier Instrucab®Programs have been implemented at the apprepriat
grade levels. A school wide music enrichment progpeovides Kindergarten through 2nd grade classroom
music instruction, 3rd grade instrumental recoidstruction, and a 4th through 6th grade band puogr

The music teacher also produces winter and spang bnd choral performances, facilitates an afteod
chorus program, and leads her students in locategidnal music competitions. The Academy, another
Premier Instructional Program, was instituted tgage and challenge advanced students who demenstrat
mastery of specific content areas.

Additionally, the Gifted and Talented Education (& Program is offered to 4th through 6th grade
students. The students participating in this pnogbaild and extend an appreciation and awarenetgof
arts and culture while fostering teamwork, collaiimm, and interpersonal communication skills.

Calistoga Elementary Physical Education Programigdes physical education to all students using the
nationally recognized SPARKS Program. Studentslbasic skills while working collaboratively in tea.
Approximately 40% of each class is spent workingranous components of the President's
Challenge/Presidential Youth fitness Program wheduses on developing, improving and assessing
muscular strength, endurance, aerobic capacity bochposition and flexibility.

Fifth and sixth grade students participate in atdOor Education program. These programs offer lagrn
opportunities to a student population who may ribewise have access to the depth of knowledge
experiences the programs provide. Fifth grade stisdearticipate in a several night adventure in
environmental stewardship. Sixth grade studentscgzate in a week long environmental program veith
emphasis on teamwork, stewardship, and geograpiigfgeat Yosemite National Park.

The purpose and function of instructional techng|dws evolved dramatically over the past five gear
Digital Early Literacy, implemented at the Kinderiga level first, created a strong foundation fancol
wide adoption of technology. By thoughtful, purplosénplementation utilizing digital curriculum and
other forms of technology, learning and thinkingdlslof the 21st century area supported and prothote
throughout the grade levels. Calistoga Elementalfycantinue to define and understand its purpolsefu
classroom applications.
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At the forefront of our instructional practicegl® intention of structuring knowledge around major
concepts and principles. Because Common Core St@sdee intentionally aligned with 21st century
learning skills, it is imperative for students evelop a sense of process over product, multipiesv@
solve problems and become efficient and effectivihé use of collaborative and metacognitive stiiate

2. Reading/English:

In Calistoga Elementary the practice of teachiragliieg is based on the clear evidence that thedutur
success of all students hinges upon their abiityecome proficient readers. ELL and children from
families of poverty are known to enter school vétkignificant deficit in vocabulary and literacyillsk The
focus of English Language Arts instruction is & threfront of our Strategic Action Plan. A scheote
culture of high expectations applies to all studeWithin the past five years English Language
Development has been a primary focus establismdgailding foundational skills and providing evicke
based differentiated instruction.

Reading is taught through a combination of strat®gind practices founded in evidence-based pedagogy
Foundational skills and reading strategies arehtingall grades, Transitional Kindergarten throégh
grade with an emphasis on building academic voeapul Teachers have developed a strong foundadron
reading programs through extensive high qualitif sevelopment that emphasizes brain-based and
behavioral research behind how children learn &o r&eachers also know how to monitor student gissgr
through frequent assessments and utilization efdhta provides differentiated instruction. Cursgaff
development focuses on strategies aligned witlCtB8S, and integration of technology (iPads, conipute
chrome books) to reinforce key literacy skills vehiixtending these skills through meaningful apptice

in reading, writing and expression. Students l¢amead analytically through regular practice wattmplex
text, developing skills to improve reading, writiagd speaking grounded in evidence from text, araly
building knowledge through content rich non-fiction

Foundational reading skills are taught and reirddrthroughout all grades in an organized systermatic
using well-designed instruction. Pedagogy is bageduilding foundational skills, language struetur
(morphemes, phonics, word study), linguistic awassnword recognition ability, fluency, and reading
comprehension. Teachers use multiple strategieseghdologies that are designed to explicitly teach
students through a disciplined study of languagtesys and forms, both spoken and written.

With the transition to the CCSS and 21st Centuayrimg, web based programs and programs such as
LexiaCore 5 and DreamBox, teachers deliver persmmdladaptive learning experiences that build
foundational skills, fluency and automaticity whiteonitoring student progress. These digital leaymiols
deliver a customized learning experience that plesvidifferentiation through re-teaching struggling
students or accelerating advanced learners. Thtegeas are becoming more instrumental in preparing
students for the future of the Smarter Balancedssssents digital literacy.

3. Mathematics:

Calistoga Elementary School defines and deliverthnmstruction for concept development, numeracy,
operations fluency and problem solving using stes&lased curriculum, daily practice and applicatb
interventions and enrichment. Grade level tearestity critical learning to be assessed. Datalkcted
from assessments to measure progress and infommdtisn. This data becomes the rationale for
intervention and enrichments.

Daily practice in key concept areas is accomplighesligh whole class, single strand discussion and
problem solving. Students are encouraged to shalgple methods for approaching problems. Teagther
and paraprofessionals provide additional instruaidime on target skills for struggling studenkor
homework help, individual teachers have formed neatbs that meet before school or during after stho
structured homework time.
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For accelerated learners, Project Based LearniBf)(Bresents opportunities for mathematics to be
integrated into the teaching of other content ase@f as English Language Arts, Science, SocianSej
Health, and the Visual and Performing Arts.

Document cameras, projectors and digital curricubumport teacher/student interaction during explici
instruction. Teachers continue to learn how tavdnpon the innate ability of technology to provide
differentiation, enrichment and engagement througkite content.

Studying Common Core State Standards (CCSS) ire8siminal Development (PD) settings, principals and
teachers connect the learning within and acrosdegevels so students can build new understandings
foundations built in previous years. Daily fluemmactice continues to ensure that students hasedspnd
accuracy with simple calculations. The use ofitiaaal and digital white boards as a response otkth
whole class direct explicit concept instructioroals teachers to see individuals who may need chieg

or pre-teaching for upcoming performance tasks. lE&sjs is placed on explaining mathematical process
and thinking. Math discussions are framed by D@ptknowledge questioning strategies rather thghtri

or wrong answers. Teachers continue to developpréance tasks and assessments that challengetstuden
to defend thinking, attempt multiple solutions atatify reasoning.

4. Additional Curriculum Area:

More than 85% of children entering kindergartenEmglish Language Learner Students (ELLS). They
face a multitude of challenges daily as they eciessrooms that may provide their only context&oglish
language acquisition each day. A national literstegly found the greatest predictor of academicesgis

a child’s level of literacy (vocabulary) upon ererkindergarten (U.S. DOE, 1996). To ensure act®s
the curriculum taught exclusively in English, tletnsol needed to focus on building English language
vocabulary and determined that an English Langsyelopment curriculum would be implemented. In
the primary grades, there would be a dedicated ainaesystematic delivery method. In intermediatelgs
ELD would be integrated with ELA vocabulary curidigon. ELD instruction would be weighted heavily on
vocabulary instruction, taught in both isolated andtextual forms.

Scores from the California English Language Develept Test (CELDT), administered annually beginning
in Kindergarten, were the basis for grouping. 8tid are categorized by CELDT as beginning,
intermediate, early advanced or advanced. Teatdeght thematic lists of words to single groups of
students using language scaffolds appropriateeto plarticular CELDT level, songs, chants, andltota
physical response. In grade level collaboratieachers shared and refined ELD instructional gjrese

ELD instruction evolved in 2011 in response to aesk that indicated a potential to build vocabuiary
young children by the purposeful use of technoli@g\ELD instruction, began the Kindergarten iPad
program. iPad technology was adopted and adaptgueimfically address literacy in young childrerhe
Digital Early Literacy (DEL) project began as a aommity partnership between NapalLearns, a non-profit
organization, Calistoga Family Center, a familyotgse center, private community members and the
Calistoga Joint Unified School District. Teachessd iPads to access digital story books, foundaition
skills applications and design activities to deypetioeir receptive and expressive language. Teaoamnes
also able to differentiate instruction for a singledent based on individual language needs. &tynehe
same time, intermediate teachers were beginnimgpgtement technology into ELD instruction through
contextual research, projects and presentatiorshiiology allowed teachers and students to accasal v
and virtual resources that engaged students wétlrababulary they were learning. A high student
population of ELLs means that literacy in Englisiti montinue to be a challenge that must be meatgisi
tools students will need for college and careediresss in the 21st century.

5. Instructional Methods:

Beginning in 2011, and for the following two yedies;ulty members read, discussed, planned and
implemented strategies and ideas taken from thweks) “Brain Rules” by John Medina, “Mindset” by
Carol Dweck and “Teach Like a Champion” by Doug losriTeacher / administrator teams also attended
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trainings on the power of direct, explicit instrioct Instructional practice was modeled after theselings
and trainings and formed a basis from which a comtanguage and practice evolved. Successful
strategies were shared with colleagues in a vaoiesgttings such as staff meetings, weekly gredel |
collaboration and subsequent Professional Develaptra&inings. More recently teachers are adopting
innovative best practices in inquiry based leartimgugh PBL and CCSS strategies.

The faculty was also given collaboration opportigsito discuss and plan instruction using comprsiren
data collected each trimester. During once paresier release days, grade levels identified amajpgd
students for various interventions or enrichmeetsighed to help students grow academically during
subsequent trimesters.

Interventions were designed by the teams to adtivesperformance standards and skills. Action plan
with specific strategies were produced during threksase days. Teachers and trained paraprofessiarfif
targeted small groups of students for direct irtdtom, re-teaching and fluency practice in bothhretd
English language arts.

One full time teacher and a paraprofessional be@ateam assigned to implement a language arts
intervention program for students identified as nasisk. On a daily rotating schedule, this tgmovided
targeted instruction to small groups of studenf®imdational reading and comprehension.

Enrichments were designed to offer opportunitiesxtend learning through creative projects infusét
technology. Students participated in grade lemgkbment for part of their language arts blockhe3e
programs were housed in the computer lab and e gis were infused with technology for research,
production and presentation. With the advent dite@logy came a new infusion of engagement stregegi
Every classroom was equipped with a projector araichent camera. Teachers used this technology to
model, demonstrate and provide visual supportgssdns. With the addition of iPad and laptops,
connection to the internet provided access to ressuor direct instruction, new strategies, creati
applications, and background knowledge. Beginimirthe primary grades, iPads were integrated iafty d
instruction. Using iPads, differentiation occurgda student by student basis using applicatiohsiid
foundational language arts and math skills as agetireativity and technical skills. In all caseiing
instructional methods followed careful evaluatidrdata.

6. Professional Development:

Calistoga Elementary School success can be attdbuotlarge part to the work of teachers and
administrators in Professional Development (PDijregd, both formal and informal. Professional
Development provided the foci, resources and disesuthat fueled a dedicated and motivated staff.
Professional speakers, data review, local andrdistalassroom observations, staff meeting presensat
and shared readings offered a variety of avenuaddeess the goals of closing the achievement gap,
engaging students, and standardizing instructipreadtice.

Much time was devoted to building a collaboratimeisonment that was structured for examinationatbd
and translating that analysis to SMART goals. Réided training in digital assessment and repgrtin
systems, administrator facilitated goal setting and hour a week collaborative planning time. Atoauity
of purpose was woven within formal PD. Curricularperts provided insights into, and applications of
differentiation supports contained in their progsafrofessionals with classroom experience shared
research based, practical approaches to estaltishtimuum of understanding across grade levedsotv
your piece, do your part” was a memorable phraseseribe how to ensure English Language Learners
received a comprehensive set of foundational skillacrements at each grade level. Groups otie@c
and administrators observed exemplar classroontsdrotampus, off campus and even out of county, the
shared their excellent reflections from those eepees. In line with PD goals, some of those ols@mns
led to subsequent trainings in the practices knasvBirect Explicit Instruction (DEI). Shared reags,
especially the book "Teach Like a Champion" becttmeaeference for short presentations at staff imget
and planning in collaboration meetings.
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As we move forward, Professional Development catinto be part of the successful formula. Most
recently, 23 of 26 teachers and the Principal d#drirainings in Project Based Learning. A Tecbgypl
Coach / Coordinator position has been createdawighe both digital curriculum implementation suppor
and PBL planning. Ongoing peer to peer sharingrategyy, experience and research strengthens our
Professional Learning Community into a foundatieibtild upon for the future.

7. School Leadership

The school leadership philosophy for success falawdata informed model that includes all stakedrslih
the planning and implementation process. The Ridhand Assistant Principal preside over committee
teams and training sessions designed to provitiemate of collaboration and participation in cucdiem,
instruction, and strategic decisions.

The school leadership team, consisting of the RrahcAssistant Principal and teachers represergaain
grade level, examined data and analyzed the acagerformance of all student groups. The Strategic
Action Plan was developed from this analysis witfoal of raising achievement for all students, oaing
achievement gaps and ensuring that students mastiexceeding grade level standards are challettged
reach their fullest potential.

The leadership team facilitates observations ofrgstar best practice in the areas of acceleratediten
digital curriculum, comprehension and writing ingtiion. They then provided an opportunity to steare
discuss these observations .

The Principal designated resources with a focustedent needs and with intent for academic growth.
Highly trained paraprofessionals, enrichment tees;heirriculum and programs were guided by the
overarching goal that students would meet or exestablished state standards of performance thraugh
responsive and challenging instructional prograaviging differentiated student support.

The Principal and Assistant Principal provide resle®ased trainings specific to the goals of studen
academic growth. They support innovation in the afstechnology as teaching and learning toolszana
means to support enrichment and differentiatiohrotigh the transition to Common Core Standards, the
focus remains on improvement of academic achievethesugh development of 21st century skills. The
Leadership team actively seeks and evaluates alumicand strategies that will promote critical and
creative thinkers, innovators and problem solvene wan effectively communicate and collaborategitBi
age literacy, inquiry, data analysis, and innowatige of technology anchor the shared work of the
leadership team, grade level teaching teams, stsided parents.

Page 18 of 34



PART VII - ASSESSMENT RESULTS

STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Math
All Students Tested/Grade:3

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-201n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 73 79 61 57 46
% Advanced 39 44 34 28 24
Number of students tested 62 63 62 60 50
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wiftD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 72 76 58 49 46
% Advanced 36 38 27 21 18
Number of students tested 53 55 52 33 39
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 50 67 25 50 0
% Advanced 17 17 0 50 0
Number of students tested 6 6 8 6 5
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 69 74 60 49 46
% Advanced 31 35 29 20 17
Number of students tested 49 46 52 41 35
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 73 74 56 52 46
% Advanced 35 37 25 23 18
Number of students tested 55 49 52 44 39
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 0 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 100 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 1 0
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 100 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 33 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 3 0 0 0
7. American Indian or
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Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
8. Native Hawaiian or other

Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 71 100 86 64 40
% Advanced 71 82 71 43 40
Number of students tested 7 11 7 14 10
10. Two or More Races

identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
11. Other 1: Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0O 0 100 0 100
% Advanced 0 0 100 0 100
Number of students tested 0 0 3 0 1
12. Other 2. Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced 0

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Math
All Students Tested/Grade:4

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 84 45 73 52 71
% Advanced 38 16 41 26 43
Number of students tested 63 58 56 54 65
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 84 43 71 44 67
% Advanced 31 12 37 16 41
Number of students tested 55 51 41 43 46
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 83 11 67 60 50
% Advanced 50 11 33 20 50
Number of students tested 6 9 9 5 8
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 86 44 68 49 61
% Advanced 28 12 32 23 36
Number of students tested 43 50 37 39 33
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 85 40 70 45 66
% Advanced 28 10 35 19 42
Number of students tested 47 50 40 42 50
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 0 100 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 100 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 1 0 0
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 100 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 50 0 100 0
Number of students tested 0 2 0 1 0
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested 0 1 0 0 0
8. Native Hawaiian or other

Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 86 80 80 70 87
% Advanced 71 60 53 40 47
Number of students tested 14 5 15 10 15
10. Two or More Races

identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced 50 0 0 100 0
% Advanced 50 0 0 100 0
Number of students tested 2 0 0 1 0

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Math
All Students Tested/Grade5

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 75 80 47 58 53
% Advanced 24 41 20 19 23
Number of students tested 55 51 51 74 66
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 71 78 44 54 44
% Advanced 20 38 18 17 17
Number of students tested 49 37 39 54 52
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 46 63 17 63 38
% Advanced 27 63 0 50 25
Number of students tested 11 8 6 8 8
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 69 76 46 46 34
% Advanced 20 33 24 14 16
Number of students tested 45 33 33 44 44
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 71 78 44 54 41
% Advanced 19 38 22 17 16
Number of students tested 48 37 36 59 51
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 100 0 0 100
% Advanced 0 100 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 1 0 0 1
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 0 0 0 100
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 1
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 100 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested 1 0 0 0 0
8. Native Hawaiian or other

Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 85 50 73 92
% Advanced 75 46 14 27 54
Number of students tested 4 13 14 15 13
10. Two or More Races

identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 0 100 0 0
% Advanced 50 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 2 0 1 0 0

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Math
All Students Tested/Grade:6

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test

Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 59 48 39 69 32
% Advanced 20 7 13 27 8
Number of students tested 49 44 72 55 62
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 55 41 32 58 27
% Advanced 13 3 11 18 5
Number of students tested 38 34 56 40 44
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 25 50 17 50 15
% Advanced 25 0 17 25 15
Number of students tested 8 4 6 8 13
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 53 44 11 57 27
% Advanced 9 6 3 23 2
Number of students tested 32 32 36 35 41
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 54 38 31 59 31
% Advanced 14 6 9 21 2
Number of students tested 37 34 55 39 48
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 0 0 0 100
% Advanced 100 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 1 0 0 1 1
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 100 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 2 0 1 0
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0O 100 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested

8. Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

80

71

69

100

31

% Advanced

40

14

25

46

31

Number of students tested

10

16

13

13

10. Two or More Races
identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Reading/ELA
All Students Tested/Grade:3

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 57 44 27 38 32
% Advanced 24 16 11 12 8
Number of students tested 62 63 62 60 50
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 53 38 19 33 50
% Advanced 15 9 6 6 30
Number of students tested 53 55 52 33 10
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 33 17 50 50 20
% Advanced 33 0 38 50 0
Number of students tested 6 6 8 6 5
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 53 37 19 29 23
% Advanced 14 9 6 7 3
Number of students tested 49 46 52 41 35
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 55 37 15 34 26
% Advanced 20 10 4 11 3
Number of students tested 55 49 52 44 39
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 0 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 100 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 1 0
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 67 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 3 0 0 0
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested

8. Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

71

73

86

50

50

% Advanced

57

46

57

30

Number of students tested

11

14

10

10. Two or More Races
identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced

100

% Advanced

33

Number of students tested

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Reading/ELA
All Students Tested/Grade:4

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 73 40 61 59 65
% Advanced 38 16 30 24 39
Number of students tested 63 58 56 54 65
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 71 37 51 56 63
% Advanced 31 12 20 19 33
Number of students tested 55 51 41 43 46
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 67 44 22 40 50
% Advanced 17 33 22 0 50
Number of students tested 6 9 9 5 8
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 70 38 46 54 45
% Advanced 26 12 14 21 24
Number of students tested 43 50 37 39 33
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 68 34 50 55 60
% Advanced 26 10 18 19 34
Number of students tested 47 50 40 42 50
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 0 100 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 100 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 1 0 0
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 100 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 50 0 100 0
Number of students tested 0 2 0 1 0
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested 0 1 0 0 0
8. Native Hawaiian or other

Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 86 80 87 70 80
% Advanced 79 60 60 30 53
Number of students tested 14 5 15 10 15
10. Two or More Races

identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 0 0 100 0
% Advanced 50 0 0 100 0
Number of students tested 2 0 0 1 0

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Reading/ELA
All Students Tested/Grade5

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 56 63 49 47 46
% Advanced 13 24 12 20 20
Number of students tested 55 51 51 74 66
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 51 49 44 39 35
% Advanced 6 11 8 13 14
Number of students tested 49 37 39 54 52
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 27 63 17 63 25
% Advanced 9 38 0 38 13
Number of students tested 11 8 6 8 8
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 49 42 39 27 25
% Advanced 7 6 9 11 9
Number of students tested 45 33 33 44 44
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 50 49 39 39 31
% Advanced 4 8 8 15 12
Number of students tested 48 37 36 59 51
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced O 100 0 0 100
% Advanced 0 100 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 1 0 0 1
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 0 0 0 100
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 100
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 1
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 100 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested 1 0 0 0 0
8. Native Hawaiian or other

Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 100 71 80 92
% Advanced 100 62 21 40 46
Number of students tested 4 13 14 15 13
10. Two or More Races

identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanceq 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 0 0 0 0 0
11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 0 100 0 0
% Advanced 50 0 0 0 0
Number of students tested 2 0 1 0 0

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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STATE CRITERION--REFERENCED TESTS

Subject: Reading/ELA
All Students Tested/Grade:6

Publisher: Educational Testing Services

Test: California Standards Test
Edition/Publication Year: 2013

School Year 2012-2013 2011-2012 2010-2011n 2009-20[L2008-2009
Testing month Apr Apr Apr Apr Apr
SCHOOL SCORES*

% Proficient plus % Advanced 45 52 29 62 44
% Advanced 20 11 13 22 15
Number of students tested 49 44 72 55 62
Percent of total students testgd 100 100 100 100 0 10
Number of students tested wittD 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

% of students tested with 0 0 0 0 0
alternative assessment

SUBGROUP SCORES

1. Free and Reduced-Price

Meals/Socio-Economic/

Disadvantaged Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 34 47 25 50 34
% Advanced 11 6 9 8 9
Number of students tested 38 34 56 40 44
2. Students receiving Special

Education

% Proficient plus % Advanced 38 0 17 38 23
% Advanced 25 0 17 0 15
Number of students tested 8 4 6 8 13
3. English Language Learner

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 28 a7 3 49 29
% Advanced 6 3 3 11 2
Number of students tested 32 32 36 35 41
4. Hispanic or Latino

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 32 47 20 51 40
% Advanced 11 3 7 8 8
Number of students tested 37 34 55 39 48
5. African- American

Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 100 0 0 0 100
% Advanced 0 0 0 0 100
Number of students tested 1 0 0 1 1
6. Asian Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0 100 0 100 0
% Advanced 0 50 0 100 0
Number of students tested 0 2 0 1 0
7. American Indian or

Alaska Native Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced 0O 0 0 0 0
% Advanced [ 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of students tested

8. Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

9. White Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

90

71

63

92

54

% Advanced

60

43

31

62

31

Number of students tested

10

16

13

13

10. Two or More Races
identified Students

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

11. Other 1. Filipino

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

12. Other 2: Other 2

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

13. Other 3: Other 3

% Proficient plus % Advanced

% Advanced

Number of students tested

NOTES:
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